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DIGEST

1. The General Accounting Office will not reconsider a
protest that was properly dismissed as untimely on the basis
of facts presented in the original protest, where the facts
presented in the request for reconsideration vary from those
in the original protest, since the facts upon which the
protester relies in its request for reconsideration were
readily available at the time of the original filing.

2. Notice from an agency that a bid will not be considered
because of the lack of a signature provides a basis for -
protesting the rejection of the bid without the need for
additional details such as a notice of award to another
firm. For that reason, the 10 day period for filing a
protest commences on the day of receipt of the original
notice.

DECISION

Comspace Corporation reqguests reconsideration of our
dismissal of its original protest under DLA solicitation
No. DLA400-86-B-A516. We dismissed the protest because the
protest was not filed within 10 days of the time the basis
for protest was known. The protester now asserts that the
dismissal was erroneous because its original protest was
filed within 4 days of notice of its basis for protest. We
affirm the dismissal,

On February 10, 1987, Comspace filed a protest by TWX,
protesting the award to any other bidder because it alleged
that it was the low, responsive, responsible bidder under the
solicitation. No other details were included in the pro-
test. On February 18, 1987, the protester filed additional
details by TWX, claiming that “[o]ln January 21, 1987, we:
received a letter from the C.0O. ([contracting officer] that
they could not consider our bid because we neglected to sign
the solicitation."” Since both February 10 and February 18
were far beyond the 10 day period calculated from January 21,
we dismissed the protest as untimely.
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In its request for reconsideration, the protester asserts
that it received "notice" from the agency on February 6,
1987. The protester has not explained the details of the
"notice" received on February 6. In effect then, the
protester is either arguing that its initial protest, as
amplified, was factually in error, or that its basis for
protest arose on February 6, when it received some additional
unspecified information, such as notice of award to another
firm.

To support a request for reconsideration, our Bid Protest
Regulations, 4 C.F.R. § 21.12(a) (1986), require a protester
to file a detailed statement of the factual and legal grounds
upon which reversal or modification of our decision is
warranted, specifying errors of law made or information not
previously considered. Information not previously considered
means information that was not previously available to the
protester. To hold otherwise would permit a protester to
present information in a piecemeal fashion and possibly
disrupt the procurement of goods and services indefinitely.
In addition, in view of the requirement of the Competition in
Contracting Act of 1984, 31 U.S.C. § 3554(a)(1) (Supp. III
1985) (CICA), for the expeditious resolution of bid protests,
our reconsideration of a protest on the basis of information
that was readily available to the protester, in the absence
of good cause shown for failure to timely present the -
information, would be inconsistent with the statutory
mandate. SER-Jobs for Progress, Inc.--Request for
Reconsideration, B-222469.2, June 6, 1986, 86-1 CPD ¢ 532.

We will not now consider the protester's assertion that it
received notice of its basis for protest on February 6, if it
is claiming the January 21 date was incorrect. In our view,

- we properly dismissed the original protest as untimely based

on the facts presented to us by the protester. ToO now con-
sider the protest to be timely filed because of the assertion
that the factual basis initially presented was apparently in .
error would be inconsistent with CICA's mandate for expedi-
tious resolution of bid protests. See SER-Jobs for Progress,
Inc.--Request for Reconsideration, supra. On the other hand,
if the protester is not intending to assert a factual error
in its original message to us, it is clear that its basis for
protest--the rejection of its bid because of the lack of a
signature--arose on January 21, when it first received notice
of that fact, and the February 6 notice is irrelevant.

The dismissal is affirmed.

Harfy R. Van Cleve
General Counsel
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